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Bear Hr, Moa&rds 

fe%@Ei newspapers to<&©oa& adjuncts of and spokesmen fos* goyemasgnt la 
* ©bwntry like ©wrs* they abdicate their respoas iblll t ies * betray 
ti2.a trust @t their readers and* is. the genuine meaning* are truly 
subyersiy®* Is countries we eonaider authoritarian, the people kne 
th® g> s ■ ‘ _ 

t he q 

It is 



n« were «» *.■&©«&, a«awjuig as ©nons 

impended - one that eoisld hay© triggered world War III 
xm ® s ® tM© papers have bsoa and ar© adjuncts of goYerane&t* I 
reporting ex aaa ia reviews of hooks on - and outright suppression 
about - political assassinations* particularly ay work* which h&»- 
P©iia »o say® been first* most numerous and most es tensive* they 
servo the sars© fmetioa* 



rvs* inciuuin 
Bi@se did safe 



uiKSi“«3U4 ©xposea* culminating 
eli® Department of Justice under 
(not "news fit to print** to ?h® 



Ci '- os ® ox criminal Division* So, you sale 
°8 as & professor of law* and hid© frow 
cons liable eonf lists with which h® is saddled* 

u&tio® i-oa Clark* Halsey * s father* Ms wee in. 
a® iia lias been as uncritical partisan of ths 
critical, without knowledge or basis in fact 
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of those who srofes the Ooiassiasien did less th&a society had a right 
to ©sipeet of it* And on blacks# 'km serves as as official pr©pag&®4 
1st, recently having don® a pseudosoholarly analysis of ths Angela 
Davis case for tb® USX A* SMs is offic ial - propaganda « access to 
which is denied only to the people of tF© fnlfesd States* 



All the®© fcMags you- hid 
personally# wrote a ?@tI 
the editors of the Times 
paragraphs fro® editions 
spurious with me# that t: 
book reviews* There Mas 
any ©f siy hooks* 



from your readers and ©p§, When you, 
iif of Jim Garrison' s "Heritage ©f Stone#" 
excised tbs concluding and only favorable 
following the first on the basis you prove 
m Times does not permit "editorialising" I 



isver been any other kind anywhere about 



it is sot unfair to' say you disguised these things# for if you were 
in any way innocent on assignment of this "review” (to call Kaplan* 
personal indulgences which disclose nothing of the contents of the 
only book on this subject a "review" is to speak of love as does a 
whore)# you knew them immediately on publication* 1 then wrote you 
of them in length and in detail* When you were telephoned by an 
incredulous reader who had read FBAMS^UP before you published USlA'i 
Ha plan# you agonised aloud to him# claiming innocence and saying yoi 
were troubled# having just received and read my letter* Xeu had t© 
do something 3 you said# protesting your own purity of soul end in- 
tellect# You even solicited from- him a letter to help rectify this 
shameful thing that had 'been done in your name in what you edit* 

Si® is not the only such letter of which I have been informed* 



Having all of those facts# and having assuaged your grief and aXleg< 
your personal chastity# instead of rectification# you today publish 
what ©an# with kindness, be described as malicious falsehood by 
Geoffrey Wolff# a man I once respected .for his honesty and for this 
reason sheltered in the footnote of which he wrote you* That read® 
In fulls 



1 know that its /pi® Washington Post's/' book revi< 
ordered nob to review Whitewash aftorFb® had read 
decided on a favorateleTeview* ” 



’ was 
and 



Neither hers nor anywhere did X identify Wolff* It is he who espos< 
his professional nakedness in your today's newest defamation* low 
he can open it with © defense of Kaplan’s blatant dishonesties and 



propaganda, a 
does not- so 



roaditia FkAMS-uJ? 



ihieh Ids has, 



h Ms Xcbb®: 



leave to nocturnal confrontations with con- 



science which# if they are not spontaneous# 1 recommend to and wish 
for Mm* 



Se lies about the four "falsehoods” h® attributes t© set 

Cl 1 X did not decide on a "favorable revieW of "Whitewash#" 
(2# X did not plan any review of "Whitewash 51 because (3)^X 
never read more than" a few pages of the thing* Thus* (fij 
X was never "ordered not to review lt* K (Hon soquitur in 
original* I 




discloses lead's two visits to Wolff's office the Friday morning 
oz boat period* On thd firsts fee was not in, On the second, if it 
developed _he bad no copy of the book but has just been told about 
it by Beadle©* ’* ^ (Ben Bradle®, then as sow aa executive,} Es E li 
do &.. review if the loss doesn't syndicate, for they never review 
books they syndicate * 51 
© 

Sp s there is a single truth in Wolff's Bailee. 1 did "hand-del* ver" 
S sc«eooa at the Post did net give him the eopy 1 

Jff lef fc toy hits* (Shis as not exceptional* It was not until ' the 
a °Py ? &ste©d tli© time s to pay for any,) But with this 
exesr r@eolleeta.on of a minor incident, is it not odd that* oa all 
major points, Wolff's recall is so wrong? ‘ '*' “ i " s “ 



My notes dated 



& include this? 



ftutjpvt: Into Woxfi ts3 s,*ej 6 He fcss read the book, impressed, 
interested, and !f much better written than you had led a® 'to 



bell© v © , n 



®}®*« is subconscious confess ! on of guilt in Wolff’s letter, as In 
* Resided, in agreement with ay editors, to leave the consider® ties 












oaks about toe Kennedy assassination to reviewer s hotter quail 
fled to judge their merits® 1 disqualified mys© If ®*® Ei 

It was not IMs way aM, fortunately, I wrote Volff on this August 
SB, 1966, original carbon enclosed for your assurance* 

look reviews are assigned, where the editor dooms necessary, to *©. 
ports* R It? was Wolff's function to decide whether ¥5XTE¥ASH shoal 
b© reviewed and then to assign the review, lost cannot be don© bv 

J._ ‘S-. _ *&_ _ _ - _ .. $ ^ A & JL. <** _ . ._ . __ •*& _ ./$>&* _ 

s are among 
cieci ® ^ 



eons 

flier 




genuine unhappiness at having to retain professional integrity under 
thee© circumstances and feis decency in telling me at all,'" I formed 
the apparently false impress ion of hi® as a man that led to my not 
Identifying him in that footnote# 

If you for on® minute doubt .anything I tell you, you are weleome to 
aoeess to this entire file. It contains nueh more than I can indi- 
eat© in a letter, ineluding the aeid tost t© which the Post sub- 
jected the book, with ray assent, giving a copy to the Department of 
justice for response. Official evasiveness and non-responsiveness 
was then decisive in turning on the Post - or one faction - for a 
a short period® 

Here 2 think it sufficient to quote a single sentence from my unan- 
swered August 28 s 1966, letter to Wolffs 

When 1 spoke to you a month ago and you told me the policy 
was to review none of Us© books, X told you this meant you 
would review all but rain® thso ugh BOOK MSM» 

Kf forecast was precisely accurate* That letter eolncidod with re- 



view of the third of these books. 



see end so reviewed 



¥or© I in error - which 2 as not, not in any detail, no matter how 
slight - the fault would still be Wolff* s, for he never responded t< 
this letter* Sis own integrity demanded response if this sentence 
alone is in say way misreprcseatativ© « 

Coming qb top of Kaplan's wretched debasement of the intellect, Ms 
defense of the FBI and the total collapse of all the protective in- 
stitutions of society, fobbed off as a “review” on your readers, 
plus other undenied libels 1 do not here repeat but' offer you shoal, 
you desire them, I submit Wolffs now libels are malicious* This 1 







HP* Joi m Leonard ~ $ 

particularly all 

^Si! “SSr^. S? plication and S «» SS ^ ««• 

ft «» return to Eaplen for a ^TfirlThll^lttk 
tosep fU*«. Hl» |ar.isaa„.^., - , ♦'ailtar® of tbo odvowary ay»t»» 
Jack Ruby." in wnie.a m j. ’ {xou ralght aaai aitk to* 

ossly to oritioiao *» fo ! wpeS^oo fSn it is pe* 6 i- 

*«••* too f ^ SxSgS 5 '.*i««S “Od cpnoluaione of too 

tmnt e ) As 1* t a 3 * ,T~I 5-.^ |« wo«»ds 1 did not tlies use, is 

Warron Coussisfiioa, &api&^ • « " 5 ® £ he' raoafc Male and moaatasted £&e*. 
loaded with permeating error on ^ tMs , lm an effort 

After reading only 1 f^ 1 ||| t^^authors, on iteoeifcer 4, 1965, I 
to fe© helpful to haoaailian «“* *5? some of these errors * 

«rote Eteoutlva Editor i*w £' '/Stdttton.l errorsZ I 

L^r/i^V trSdfo? tho Sk7 ®tii I **.* "»■ *»» ~ “* 

authors « n . 

jterp K « 9 ««ok errors. I «U Surt jLSll'aa 

H W and So m*r« * *>?<* .^“g /*,£ t rif it la denied 
important, draw*. 

1, 1 £ tloe dootrin© 02 . ssy. ©*n *-^^-*0 

fcltt-Uto. Kaplan aid -t -apond. to* 

SSI il/lISlSffcfAathoirspioar.'’ fhw to to., 

and Kaplan ara strangers* 

However, with his unique ' Department of Jus tie© and the 

raenfced and unreiut^o or iVh'both ©a® of my 19&$ ooisasafes os 
FBI, intimt; fettled up" tt» polios. If 

22S d iTiWtt IS Kaplan 5 s ^ virtu, 

Perhaps the «»t ironic aspect of all Slla 

repeated abuse of m© tar tbs |4S«| fel was 4SS day 

for in its ©xeellea* foaroa 1-* £' ^ . f ^ife fey the invidious 
after Ray was salted away for the r©e* oi ~xs A ~ ie ^ 

Soil through which any trial was avoided. 

■« «•«« will find these among 

Under tb» title , *xongoe-*^« ^ 5 ^™ ! a0 py marked and enclosed): 
ir-arxy pertinent coa®antB aaa opiaxo«s '■ 

... shooting broach of faith alto tto Ams-r-iaan people, 

Mask sad white ... omeukSIo. should tto doors of 

... by no KBens. J.jeal o.- or^^tio, sa. “ facts 

tbe eourtroora anri the «e sla—tu 

Hothing but outrage cud cuspioion can foUow to tandlins 

of this long-delayed antt ins San. a, atatemeata 

®w should this asBa^si-attori ca ..il.c .1 

jitaad of forusl legal proooourea. aubjaot -o «a... • 

Sad crosa-oxaaination, the pra seats tioa of all the a.. 

4 ©B.O®’ * * * * 



y©im Leonard « 6 

t>il9 CUeStl©21 still OriOS for &nsu.©rs Wag tlis?© a 
conspiracy# » • ? /fou no^ Ilka it when Mo Iff jokes about 
_ "eonaplracy-hofebyists,^/ 

. fha state's ease *,* is' hardly enough in a ease of this 
magnitude *** a racist or quasi-political assassination# 

If© ©a© was demanding bloodf weifoa® is demanding facts# 

■ /Of William Bradford KuieJ What a mockery of justice for 
tli# fasts to emerge in marketed justices' 

|iS2£ wailed in agony in the moment of passion, but its tears 
dr :ied overnight* How that 1 have done that which it should have, 
that for which it ©ailed so eloquently, first it hires a hack to 



chop m and kill the book 
with Wolff’s shift • 



the 






such book - then stabs isq 



•fM? 55 ?°? ha¥® »olff* e address* X ask that you send hiss a copy of 
looter and the one I wrote him and solicit his- defense or a 
refraction and apology* nis (&\; least subconscious } awareness of 
2t® pilt^n this entire self -defaming affair is disclosed in his 
final words, "My editors war© as pleased to sli*o s© off the hook 
as X was pleased to be off It# » "Off the hook? 1 ' Gan it be that 
tij©r@ is ang^ book bh&t cannot be adequately and honestly reviewed? 
rloiw could tins have been done fey the syndicated reviews the Post 
bought _ and not by it, through Book-Editor Wolff ©r any surrogate 



jfrom ** slipping - f off his ©wn n li©ok, I? Wolff has progressed t© hoist; 
ozs. ills own petard, taking you and the $?imes itn with hits. 

3f > J? u > *» *“« Ksplan «**» ongaged to "a shoeking breach 
°* v f ta *“® Aasreoan paopls.l So doors ought ba "sleaawd ehu 

fF v f?Ff e<is * motives and the doubts of this horrible crard©r f! 

4 to «meu you add the attempted assassination of the onlv book dofn? 
whet the flees demanded), ^ y - ° 0i£ aoin & 



follow the handling” 
cries out for answer* 



UQZ" 



slag but outrage and suspicion ©an 
I'gu gave this book sad me* ‘f’fhe question still 



I am not “demanding blood? everyone is demanding fasts* Are «© »«< 
MolSf? factis" fro® you three horsemen, the glass, Kaplan and"' 

lou see, another part of that vast times bureaucracy asked it- all 

«• 83 » «-”«*— the obligatton. It «wi- 

F yoU2? ?®f sonal *nfc®g2*ifcy can survive a record like this, ©*m a 
free society, any kind of genuinely free press? Par® other writers 
©r publishers attempt what 1 felt it incumbent upon as to do Bhe^ 
tnoy can anticipate your literary assassination?" 






Harold. Weisberg 
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